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' of groups, but one that is fundamental is the size of the group. Part

+ feelings of ‘clinigiars and counselors .regarding the des1red size for
. groups. (Author/ﬂLF) . ” I
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Many varlables relate to. the successful functlonlng ', -

1 of this blbllography 1ncludes a2 selectién of studles from
small-group ,research in experrmental social psychology. Part 2 of
this report represents an attempt at a r1go;ous review of the
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* In these days of increaseci public concern witﬁ environmental quality, N -

.city plamners and urbar designets are required to seék new methods

wjth vhich to accanplish their goalss As Proshansky, et al (1970)

<

have said, "P 1ing must anticipate future needs,: not just meet .
present ones. Planning can be expectedsto avoid prcblems (which
implies that) clear goals are essential, but defining meaningful
-goals is éwnplex." Frequently, therefore, the planmer collaburates g
J ‘with professionals from .other disciplines~-psychologists, educators,
sociaPyorkers, architects, engineers s sociologists--as well as with
-;pote'nt"i client-users; and the prccess of planning becanes an
increasingly camplex, interdisciplinary task. What all of t .
.means is that planners can no lcager function alcne, but must work
in groups. Unfortunately, coope.ating in groups is more easily
suggested than accomplished, . Cne reascn for this is that often
people~are x}e?@er cemfortable nor adept at cemmunicating in . | .
group settingsy especiglly when the discussion is extended beyond -
techno®ogical expertise to -;i:nc%{ude personal feelings and attitudes.
Theré are many variables vhich relate to the successful functioning
‘of groups; but -one which is fundaméntal is the size of the group. _
While; there is no body of- literature rfrh.i"qﬁ"s’peci'fically relates
group sizg/to urban planning, ‘there are two ateas of research,
represented by the two, sectimns .of this. rex?iet;r, which might be
helpful. * Part I of this paper includes a selecticn of studies from
' small group research in experimental social psychiology. All of the
' groups in these references were formed 3in order to.discués scmething,
uspally referred to.as a 'human relations problem.” Because this
Jarea of research -is vast and because: the present intention is not to
j - repeat what has, already been adequately reviewed (see Hare, 1962;.
'Kelley and Thibaut, 1969; McGrath and Altman, 1966), Part I is

-

-" Part IT of this report ref:x"esents an attempt at a rigorous review .
of the feelings ‘of ¢linicians and counselors regarding the desired
size for groups; Maihtaining the» jargon of these writers s group

members are variously referred to as 'elient3," ,patients, "
. "participants," etc. Undoubtedly scme references are missing by
. (o * ) . , , -

[}
~

2 hd < >
*

N :

F 43

e P : N RN
. ' . : 0 . N
. ~ ‘

ot




» PREE S ”
Y. - AR e

_.{ Ci’L -Exchange. B,bl:.ography /8
" accident, whlle cthers have been excluded purp\osely This latter, -
+  groupy mcludes instances where the riter may have indioated-a.,
= preferred group size, but neglected to explaln why a partlcular

. 8ize was optium. In any case, it is up ©6- the individual user

/ . Y% make a.ppllcatlon to his own s:,tua’cion. oL )
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) Hare, A. P, Handbook of small group research.
- . [y PreSS, 1962. . .|

4 Y

z“ . Kelley, H. H. and J. W Thibaut. Croup problem solvmg. -In

. ) * . Lindzey, G. and. Aronson, E. (eds.), The handbook of sécial
| psychology, 2nd edition, vol. h Reading, Massachusetts°
S . ‘l Addison-Wesley, 1969. )

. NcGrath, Je E. and I, E. Altman. Small group research.
) - Holt, Rinehart and Winston, 1966, . :

N " Proshansky, H. 4., W. H. Ittelson, and L. Ge Rlvlin (edf:.).

\ ’ o Mvironmental psychology: Man and his physical setting.
New York: Holt; Rinehart and Winston, %970. ‘
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: Bales s B F, dnd E. 'F Borga‘gta. Size of. grbups as a fa.ctor iny

ce >+ . ‘\the interdction profile. Iy Hare, A, P, Borgatta, E.F.y » .8 o '

_ « & . and Bades : R F. '(eds.) Srhall grougsi Néw York: Knopf, . . ’
SRR S T - T S : v
A . 4. e . » ot
- v ' '_: . { 1. Uaing-groups vary:mg ‘in si%eufrcm two %o seven members, cg . 2o

; N T thls ‘study sought! to systemata.ze aeget Qf hypotheses regarding . .
t VL ‘s the “elatiqnship between Jbhe number £, members in a group, and W}
- R . members ! social ;J.nteractlon” " A
.. 7. " 2. ie tagk for each group s, to dlscuss a "Hunan ‘relations® "
, o probleni for forty minutes. = | . ]
: 'l 3 . _~ ¢ . B N o
. ’ 3. Socidl mteractlons were coded by an o’bserver who was'
| . present with ‘}he group. ; s T R
CL Iy, Resul‘bs' As group s:.ze 1ncreasee, - ' ] .
N - a) interactions mvolv:.ng "‘ter’slcn release" ’.mcrease, .
. ' < 'b) "sugges*ion giving" increasesg " ’
" , PEEAE - ¢) ‘showing solfdarity" increases)
- d) ."shawring tension" decreases,
. - - e),. "showing, agreement” decreases, . , . T
- . ' f) and if.groups with fmembers are not corisidered, . ‘, )
T Y'giving informati " :.ncreases while "glv.l.ng om.nlon" W
, " decreaseg. . * o,
: » g). Evaluatide-statements are fewer in laz‘gér groups. . . e
: R .. h) Larger groups are*more likely to ‘show solidarity. et
. e + . i) TThe nwnber ¢ persons who participate at low ratés : - T
’ ’ ¥ mcreases 1ith larger grdups. . i .
3) Morg’ persous are cantent to "ﬁ:;s*'en" in larger grcupsj

\ ' Bales, R. Ty F L. Strodtbeck, T. M. MlllS, and M. E. Roseborough. '
. 5 ., Channels’ of communication in small groups. American Sbclol- '
ooglcal Revlew, 1951, 16, h61-h68. : oo

! . - ,_}\ 1. ’Ihe social interactlon of group members was studied - . L :
. ' us:ing the Bales’ Interactlon Praocess Analysis. , >
{

were studieds expermental grcups ccmposed of students, :
non: gtudent committees in their natural work settings,
. . thez'“apy groups tm-ough a sePies of sessions, and diagnostic
: —councnls operatmg in a research-clinic sett@.ng.

‘ ‘é ' 2 Th:.s study is merest:.ng because groups of various types ' -
- ®

o ‘ ,3. The groups. ranged in size from three to ten men'bersﬁ B

l v , ‘ h_f Results: T ’ o # N A
L. a) As predicted, as th¢ tofal number of interactions
vhich an individual initiatéd increased, he hlso o
" tended to be the target of moré acts, address more * - v,
. acts to particular others, and.address moré)acts to the
' group as a whole, .
. . 2 b) There are no efi‘ects gue to ‘éroup size. ' B
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Bass, B. ii. An analysis of the\leagie’rl;ess group %l'iscussion. -

: . analy - . :
N S . . Journal of Applied Psycholegy, 1949, 33, 527-533.

i L
e . © 1, This study-reported a quantitative investigation of the - I
s . N ol use of leaderless, discussion‘grcups as an aid in. the selection |, v
g 0, - of candidates for leédership;pos"igions. AU T EIEN
SRR ‘o ? . . 2. EFEach group vas “co;np'&ed of ten (studeh'ps randomly.seléct’edw
‘ e Irom educational psychology classés .‘~:«' o e s e . Y
- - ‘. \ T a ' -t <° o - <. -0 ~
‘ . 2 .3+ Discussipn -topic§ vere related to.colwrse topies, . - .
. . - s N , . . . t 2 . . - L 'S ) ¢
. b( -~ L. Resultsi - : ) ® -

e

Voo . a) Iy was found that "with sudtable motivation .to
_ _ - cooperate and achieve the- goals televant to the N
, ) “ problem, a différentiation of functionill oceurs .
NP i . within the-group."” (p. 532). - . R
- e “b) "Ena Jeaderless group discugsion, fonestask may be’ _ }
. ‘ - assumed by _several people; scme tasks may be assuried )
R . . by one; Scme tasks may nét‘be performed ‘at all.’ These :
) it . ’ tasks -include initiation or, formulation of the problems .
A . . and goals, orgdnization of the grdup's thinking, clarify-
c . ing other individuals'responses, Integrating responses T
. ’ - of séveral individuals, questioning, motivating others,
- . - to’respond, accepting ‘or rejecting otber Andividuals' vl
. . ) responsés, outlining the discussion, <umiarizing, * . .
generalizing, obtaining the: group's agreement and form- y
ulating conclusions.” (p. 533) . N - g o
¢) Thegroup member who performs the above tasks most - .
frequently will be cénsidered\ the.leade{“l)\ythe other )

- -

»_.. group members.

-~ 2 <«

) g . L : : . ! X : - .
L .. Bass, B."M. and F. Norton., Group size.and leaderless discussipns. . :
L ) ° -Journal of Appliad Psychélogy, 19%1, 35, 397-400. , .
., L » : : PR \ ‘ .

. N .
. ~ ’x - .
< 1. To-assess candidates for leadership positicns,.leaderdless . :

discussion groupd’ gar\e'fpi'qu frar job applicants. i
{“? e o “ \\ .‘. . LY . r/ N . »
. . 2. Groups of two, four, six, eight, and twelve members were »
<". studied. ! ' v )

v ' . ‘ .
3. . "The purpose of this study was to invéé‘tigate the effects:
o, of variaticns inlgroup $ize of “initdally leaderless discussions : -
o . on: (1) the mean leadership rating attained by articipants on
e : supposedly 'absclute! rating scal§s,5 (2). the ext®it of strat-
LA ’ ification'which developed, as measured.by the variancé in . ‘
F ' leadership ratings attained by participants;. (3) the extent of 7 T
. - agreement among raters; and (4) the consistency of’ participant” :
R " behavior." (p. 399) 4 e ) . SN

. L. Results: ‘ .t ' .
. ‘ai‘ A% grouf; ssize .igc,reased,- members ghowed fewer
. leadership traits., MR g .
» b) Relative stratification generally inereased as . v
o . groups contained more members. . *
] . c) Observer:agreement of members' ratitigs was maximal
L ’ with six-member groups and relatively poor with smaller
. . and 'iarger‘groﬁps., ‘ o5 . .
. P K .{ . ! P

Ky

.

ic I M - N
! . . // * N ~
.
- i .
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d) There were no sys‘oemat:l.c trenus regardn,ng behav:.oral
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" esley, 1969. B L

e fnl' z

[}

’ 1. ‘J‘hxs book is a very good summary of many aspeets of"
© groups which have Yeen stud:l.ed expergnentally in labora'l',ctomr
settings. )
2. ‘Topics coverdd includes” how an individual functions in a
8 ccial context, a taxonamy'of group tasks, the- relative effect- |
iveness of individuals as opposed+to groups, group structiire, .

> 3

- and variables af:ectlng greup per ormance {eegey s:Lze). .

g R.e?ardlng group size; ;-' . .,

o likcly to £ind another with whem interaction is
possibla ) while it may be éasier for more reserved

memoers,

%0 "hidg in the crowd."

b)

3

Disadvanuages of larger groups are that subgroups:
are more- likely to form with goals inconsistent with
those of the larger group and increased hest'.ercogenei'l:,,r

9

may make co;.sensus (or agreement) more dlfl:;cult.

D., T, Lorge, P. Welts, and K, Herrold. -Comparison of
, decisions wiriften by large and small groups. American
" Psycholo ist, 1953, 8, 351. (abstra-.,t) -

" 1. Small groups (six - elght members) and large groups
(t;relve - thirteen' members) spent fifty minutes d:.scuss:mg
a "complex human relatlons problem." .

Zo. The d:Lscuss:Lons were appralsed using Lorge's Qual:.ty

Points Score e )

v

Y

4
-

Results :
The quality of tHe decls:.ons reached by the 1arge
‘\“ "groups was supéfior to that of the small groups.
Yo b) Large groups did not experience any special-difficulty
. in establishing channels of cgmmunication. ,
. c) These i‘indlnos contradt‘t

3

prevmus research.

t
» - . <

ld

¥

Davis, J. H. Group _performance.ﬁ Reading, Massachusthy + Addison-

a), Advaptages of larger groups »are that a membey )s more .

N
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' . Hare, Po. A study of mteractlon -and consensus in. d§ fferent v,
¢

glzed groups American S&ciological Rev:.ew, 1952,\17, 261-262.

1. Boy Scouts were dl‘V’.Lded into groups £ flve or twelve
* » members t0 work on a- Lroup dlsol.asa.on p oblem. . c. e

2. Results- - ~ T R \‘? ‘
. ' he ma,]or finding was that consensus result:mg from”® ‘
S -7 L group discussion, gecreased in the larger groups. ..
. . ‘b) ThHere was more oplnlon change among members of smal'l
s, . ) . groups. : ":‘
' L , + ¢} Group leaders had more power +6 :Lnfluence group - °
, ' ’ members, .in small’ groups. . v LA
- . d) In large groups, the ‘leader vias not Zl@s mportant '
. , than other a.nd1v1dual members . R
) - e) Members of large groups were most d1ssat1sf1ed,; .
. . probably because there' Uas less onportunlty .for B T
) ‘ . each member to present his 1deas . "
% Kidd, J.-S. Soclal influence phenc‘?nena ina task-orlented groap ¢
s situation. Journal of Abnormal and Social Psycholog,v. 1958,
. 96, 13-17. - o AN
1. . This St\ldj :anestlgated the §"ei‘i‘ec'l:s of several s1tuat10nal
e variables’ on the phenonena of social influehces.! ‘.
2. Groups of two, four, and six members were’ %‘ompared , ¢

S Each session las ed cixty mlnutes and grcuéas met either
, . once, tuice, or three é?blmes. - _ g

i v
. s . 4 14
,4‘. ‘ - A

. L. * Social influence was defified as "a change in a responge
following the presentation to the subject of a response
-standard ‘of, apparent soc1a1 der:. ation. b -

L] . L‘ o
. . 5. Resu ts- . ' . € B i
) a) »"F‘; the partlcular s1tuat10n studied, nelther group
I’\ size nor duratl‘on of group part 1c5.patlon had slgn::flcant
' effects on social influence." (p., 170 = ;
« b) Social ipfluence increassd when the Source of the
. - ' .+ -Tresponse was anothex group -member.. =, 3’
‘ '» ¢) Increasing group size did npt taélln.’cate task
* ~ peri‘ormance. . ; . T
¢"' s - - /\ : . -
\ > ’ T
» . . \t ot 1 ) “

>
‘v . N e - > .
, ’ 14 . N » « "
M . . . - . = . .
[N oo ~

t

T,




( ~

1o CPL Exchange B*bliegraphy_‘#B'ZB

<,

Slater, P. E. Contrasting sorrelates of group sdze. Sdeiometry,
1958 21, .29-139. . .
- :
‘ 1. Groups were ccmposed of two, three, four, five, six or !
seven members and met for four, forty-minute sessn.ons to .
d1scuss human relatlons problems. .
/
. 2. An open-ended questlonnalre vas used to relate group size
- with satisfaction, .

L

v

3. Results:. . . Yoo .
a) From the members! point of- view, ‘i‘lve-map groups
were ‘mostpreferred.

., 7 '.b) As group size increased, m embers say each other as
"too aggressive, impulsive, campetitive, and. in~
considerate, and the group as too, hierarchical,
centralized, and. disorganized." (p. 138) .

c) Based on inferences from observed behaviors, members
of the smaller groups were ™00 tense, passive, . - .
tactful and constrained, :to work ‘together in a manner

- vhich is altogether setlsi‘ymg to them." (p. 138) ,

) d) #Their Jfear of alienating one another-seems tq
prevent them from expressing the:Lr ideas: freely."

r

v (p. 138) .
. e) It was suggested that groups mist be of a size whlch \,\ -
v allows members to express positive and megafive - .

-, feelings freely and in which members would risk

’ antag6hlzmg others because of the overall atmosphere

7 > of regard for others! feélings. ‘
£)« The” group should be M"large énough so that the loss j

of*a member could be tolerated, but small enough t

cso-that such a less could not be altogether fgnored."
(P.x 138) ER - .
T . ..

Stepha\n, F. F, . and E. G, “'iishler. The dlstrlbution of partlclpatlon
in small ,groups: An exponéntial approx:unatlon. ‘American
Soclologlcal Review, 1952 17, 5968- 60 - Tt

- 1, Group members were undergraduateS’ at Pr:mceton Un:wers ity
with relatively hemogeneous demograph:g\c backgrounds.

Do s, ¢

2. The size of the groaips ranged from four to “twelve ‘members .

3. Groups met four to seventeen times for fifty minutes on
each cccasion.,

L. The role of the group leader was s eclflcally de-emphasa.zed,
student (member) dlscussmn was .emphasized.

5.. Bales' system for rating social interaction in groups ‘.
ras vsed.

6 Results: ‘

a) The main finding” was that in groups where roles were
inltlal.l.y not dlfferentiated, as group size increaséid,
there was.a greater tendency for members to participate

. either very frequently or seldcm. That is: » when new

, members Joined a. group, previously frequent ccentributors

Heraned thety partdgivation and underrogniribytors g
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- , Thomas,, E. J/and C.-F. Fink, Effeots of group size. Psvcho-
- Logical Bulletin,’ Q9o3 » 60, 371—38h : . '

L

r)
. * -
. .
.
. . v

. 1. “Tnﬁ]aéreport is an effort to formulate: general:nzations
Jabout ‘the effects, of group size from la critisal review of
.past research and. an andlysis of ‘methods and pr(oblems
, \ | \relatlng to0 th:Ls~ subject wo(ps 371) \
° - Q °
{2. This review attempted 40 cover all studies of face-'c'o‘-fac -
- groups (iwo to twenty members) where’ behavior was measured by
N ; intervieus, questi¢ ‘maires, or observations.
. ~ ';
'3, Generallzatlons' co v
‘a) ¢ Quality, of performance and group preductivity are
. . oi‘ten,. but not always > positively correlated mth -
A LN ‘ group si. Zee L
: © b) "Tentatively it woo,ld appear‘.that smaller groups 2
» \ inhibit expression of dlsagreements and d1ssa‘b1sfactiors,
. . + cwmore than large\r groups and give each individdal more
) opportmrlty to interact and to'exhiblt leadershnp Lot
* - v behav1o~' wo . “ ’
R . . ¢). Ad'group size increases, group cohesiveness decreases
. . while the possibility. nf the development cf cliques
., or factions increases. \
d) Comomlty to. group pressures ‘does not necessarily
‘increase with larger groups.

4 L4
.

S, . e) Members are generally mor satisfled small groups.
" .
. . .
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e\- N ART I w i. . P oy ‘.‘ﬁ A \\ r . . R .c . '.r
. ) . Corsm:L, R.-d. Methcda of gronp psychovherap'y ) Ch;icago: James ° e )
B . L\ N Press, 195? ~ o~ ' ) ‘,A", . g »‘\ '| ,
. . 1% e potent_a1 depth Of the (therapeutic) method depends - L
. . " in part on.the size of thé :group. Ip.general, the larger the ' 37
_ " " group,. the more suWial the methed," (p..58) . -~ .. . - 7
) . JraR— . \\‘
et 2. Ina small sect:.on, it is indicated ‘that the opt:unal size ' ‘a
for a therapy group nepends on the therap.st and the type of . .
treatment. . . . ) - .

.
. o 8 - Ld ¢

3. It is suggestec‘., for example, that ten is the maximim number

of members for a discussicnal or interpretive group, fifteén.is - ‘ : 4
the ‘optimum for psycﬁodra.matlc groups ,» and forty is. &es:lrable for
i lecture groups. IS
B \ . e, ‘. 1 | S j
L. It is strongly emnhasn.zed, hcwever, thas there are no . .
clear-nut guidelines for the optimal s:Lze for a therapy group. .

. D:m}cmeyer, D. C. and ¥, J. Muro. Growp counee.:.ing' Theory and ° o

! . prectite. Itasca, Illinois: ~Peacock Publishers, .i971. . *

. ¢ ERECEeR ? ? .

1& "Ms with other areas of groun composit'.ion, the quest/ion . |
oy size is often a factor that must als¢'bé considered.with Ce
the purposes of the group. The®authors' have no empirical - ‘
evidence that would allew us to staté that a specific sige. - -
is r1gpt for groups. From an exper:i.mental background,’ however, .
e geherally support the notion that a greup of eight members T
118 optn.nmm for adolescents and -adults and a group of-ten is -

__— maximum for fost’ interacting’ groups. With children up to .,’ s : ;:
Junior high, five seems to be the maximum number. for efficient -
operation. Cur rationale for advocatlng relatively small groups x

, stems frem the fact that group counsel:.ng is .and' mist be a very,, v
personal experience. As group size grows, the group musthbg— ' t
.came more impersonal, less 1ntimate, and’ less satmi‘yﬂng to T -
_members." (p. 167-168) . .
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Egan, G.- Fncounter : Group. rocesses for interpersonal

#—-—d——--f—l-;» -#In- practice, groups ‘range in size f_rém- 5535% eiéﬁt :1':_0 ‘

-

-t

3. Ifi[bhe gr‘éub is' teo lar'ge T . T

4

Fou'lkes, S. He ':Tl‘hérapeutich gioup fanaivsig_ . New 7Y vl\c:\ International -

«

P

M 2t 3 |!
. . s - S
- . .
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Brooks/Cole, 1970. .. =~ . = Q} .

-

Belment, California:

2bout twelve or fcurteen members, but' vptimal sigze-is . -
determined to & large ex';}lfent, by the nature of the g‘roup and |, ¢ - .
its goals.t (p. 6) oo T oot ’ . Coo Lt
‘ . . ' e 2. PP v
2. Ifa group is too smally + - D S
.a) members cannot space their contributions aceording T .
to individual peeds or capacities, e T :
b) heterogeneity of contribution.is minimized, st ¥ , e
¢). diversity .of opinion is lost, . IR
@) and’one or two members ! absence debilitates the- group. '

. - v

a) x'nembg'rsl lose the opportunity ;bb'\qontribuﬁe, _ Cooan
-> b) shy members tend to "hide in the otowd," - e
c): abse.ces will not' be felt by the other members.-

- ] . o 3

L4

Universities Press, 156, . X R
1.7 nThe oftimum nunber \fbr a group would.seen to*be in the . o
Jneighborhood of eight, with a bias-in favour of a oz-ligh;t;ly . ,
“larger rather than g smaller mmber. A larger-grobp can easily K
carry a few pecple who, for scme reason or othery are. . _

inhibited; a smaller group is more dependent, u}')m all the . L
menbers being active." (p. 21) . Coa t '

- . . .-
»

- . . N . . . S ¢

2. Later if is stafed thal groups should ccitath five to* =~ -
eight members (exX¢luding the therapist) bezause "below ) :

Tive there is not enough elbecw-rooi for group dynamics to 4"3.
develoup and above eight there is-not sufficient intimapgy to )
do,justice to the individual members." (p. 66) - - . -

T A
3,. Finally, a therapeuti¢ group "is'too small, vhen, belcir o
seven and too large when above ten.‘ The optimim number is -

eight." (p. 201) joo \ et
i ¢ N - » P T \ : ' w’
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o
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o Gazda, G
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.

o 4

Mo Groupnc ounseling:

11.
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P
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\ -

~ Massachus etts:-

.

A develormental approach.
Allvn and Bacon, 1971, - .
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Boston, .

1.

“nSize alone a5 it effects dutcame in a therapy (¢ounseling)

<

gz‘oup is a lmited and rather unprcduct:.ve vn.ewpoint n

. i

(p. 168)

2.

Although most of Gazda's dlscussn.on of group size is a

summa

of Goldstein's et.al. (1966) book, it is concluded

Iy

-

that the optlmum number of group members if five to ten.

or avoid J.nteractlon...«

i

4

<

L B 2

R

2

v

14

3. By keepﬁng othe group small "ret:t.cent members cannot ‘hide

). Gazda's "rule-of-thumb for group size which is based on the
type of coun@elee :Ln~the group and the duration and frequency
of group sesslons I 83

P

a8

a) Use’ small” groups

(i‘:Lve - seven) when frequency and &

" diration of therapy are short (e.g., threevmonths).

.
e

b) ,Use larger groups .(seven tc ten) when the duraticn of
_therapy is “Longét (three to six .months)s »
Cne especlally needs at leas} seven members m.th
groyps runhing beyond six months to alldw for
attrition. - .
. . General]y,\ “the smaller the group, .the mere i‘requently
- it meets, and the 'longer it yeets, the greater the-

*- «» “opportunity for intensity- of group involvement and
-grqwth n (p. 169) .

V4 Ac)"'

kY

- GelJJer, J. 9. Concerning the size of therapy groups?s The - -
Internatlonal Journal of" Group Psychotherapv, 195151, 118-120.
Y . \ h
1. "The size of therapy groups is related to varlous
‘techniques and depends upon the:Lr aims and goals . /(p. 118)

2. Ms a* general rule, it has been found that there is a
cirrelation between the size of the gréup and the depth of
therapy achieved: The depth

of the _group increases-. !

{p.

of therapy decreases\ as the size

N

3.

Ther psychoanaly‘t:.c level of therapy requlres that the

. the group. !

group be small (as few as three, usually six ~ ten) because

* of the extreme intensity of the mterpersonal relat:LonB within
h.o Groups designed to alleviate major presenting problems
may‘use jg-more general treatment approach and consequently

¢ .groups oﬁ'elggt to fifteen members are cammen.

k3
5:. In the "repressive-lnspirational appreach to'»‘therapyll
(%’ma;ss-emotlona& phengmena which support and strengthen the
:mdivn.dual's repressive abllitiea "y thlrty to fli‘ty persons
may be’ together.
‘\ S G R G‘
6 ~The guiaance and orientation methcd is the most superficlal
approach in which theoreticgl and. practiqal aspects of
furictioning are presented., Fifty .ox more people are-not
unln.kely in this type o"i‘ sltuaticﬁ

"”)

L

?

& ,-' ’J . [N
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1

Goldstein, A. P., K. Heller, and L. B. Sechrist. Psychotherapy and

Goldfarb, W,. Principles of group psychotherapy. American Journal
*

members for a therapy group.

are clted. . \

.l i

» . . !

12. 'CPL Exchange Bibdiography #378

of Psychotherapy, 1953, 7, L18-L32.

1. It is felt that "8 patients constitute ar ideal nymber

for a group." Like most therapists, Goldfarb does not support
his contentions with controlled-research. Unlike most writers,
however, he at least explains himself based on "personal

experiences in private practice.” ’ ) '

>

2. With eight members, "it beccmes possible for each.member

to establish feeling wvelations with every other member of the

group, and when such féelings are exposed- they may_be analyzed

for their neurttic cantent." (p. 402) : S, i
LI o 6_

3. An eight-meriber group is "intimate enough to givé each

patient the opportunity to -express his reactions to others

and to stimulate an activé interchange." (p. L20)
r

Le Ancther reason gi?en in support o.f }aight-mem‘qer groupg

is that when two or so members are absent from a ‘smaller

group, the ses/s—i/or:l ceases to be group oriented because

clients then tend to.direct their interacticn.éxclusively

toward the therapist. a

S.. Fizial{l/y, Goldfarb claims that when clients %re discharged

from eight-member groups, those remaining request that more

persons' be -added. . '

the psychdlogy of behavior. New York: Wiley, 1966. .

T. It is pointed odt that there is -a- ".b‘ewilder"ing array
of diverse recammendations regarding the optimum number of

' 1

2. Three factors account for this lack of consensus: 7.
a) Recommendations are largely based solely on clinical
experiences. :

b) In an elementary mamner, group size is often -
considered as a single variable influencing
therapeutic outceme. } g
¢) Many recanmendations are strongly linked to particular >
theore'b}gl,appi'oaches . -

3. Goldstein et al. feel that *rather than being a single

determinant of later therapeutic events, grcup size as an

“influence in psychotherapy beccmes .me)anipgful only when -
viewed as an interactional variabifl' .7 (p. 338-339)

L+ Group size is hypothesized t9 interact with "behavioral >
patient characteristics” rather than 'nenbehavioral patient
characteristics such as age, séx, and diagnosis."

_.
.
N T T T T T T e

5. References relating size to group dynamitcs such as - -
member interaction,’ leadership, and intermember relaticns

14 C LT
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Hinckley, R. G. and L. Hermann. Group treatment in psychotherapy.
‘ Minneapolis, Minnesota: University of Minnesota Press, 195'1,

1. 'The size of the group has in this'form of therapy been _
found to be an important point. .Cur groups are nar made up 3
of from six to eight patients." (p. 95)

2. The authors.claim to have purposely tried’groups of
different sizes and found smaller groups to be inferior because:
a) they slow down from lack of stimilation
b) and "there may be the inertia of inhibition, of
_ passivity, or of stubborn, hostile, mutual disagreement,
X when larger numbers would afford the necessary catalyst
© members.™ (p. 95) . o
3. Conversely, large groups (greater than eight members) -
a) render mutual participation slcy due to lack of time s
b) .are cumberscme and difficult for the therapist,
c) create a gituation in which individuals! reactions
may go unnoticed,
d) lower mobility; . )
e) and perpetuate a lack of sénse.of belenging. , -
Hoobs, N. Group-centered psychotherapy. .In Rogers, C. R. )
Client-centered therapy. Boston: Houghton Mifflin, 195°.

. -~ 1. "ormally, groups are camposed of about six people and T
. the therapist. This number of participants has been . e
arrived at empirically, and research is yet'to be-done
to establi_s‘hnan,gptimmmmmber.l{: (p. 293-294) -
2. This number is required for 'maximum personal interaction™
and "the econcmy that has been one of the attractive features
of a group -apprcach.*

3. 'In larger groups: -
*a).“the process is slowed, .
b) more members remain at the periphery,
c) and involvement increases.

Hulse, W. C. Private practice. In Slavson, S. R. (ed.) The fields '
of group psychotherapy. New York: Internaticnal Universities °
Press, 1956. ’ :

1. Sik to eight members is the suggested size for therapy groups
although good results may be obtained with up to ten.

2. This recamehdation is based on the feelings that "the in-
creased number dilutes the therapeutic intensity" and that the
therapist is unable ™o observe and record adeguately the re-
actions and the interchange in a very largesgroup.t .

3. (Dr. Hulse is a psychiatrist and, persumedly, favors an
analytical approach to therapy.) .

-

-
5

.
|
L
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Joel, Y. and D. Shapiro. Same principles and procedures for group
psychotherapy. Jcurnal of Psychologys 1950, 29, 77-88.-

. & 1 ' ] :
. 1. The optimum number of clients for a therapy group is °
. "probably between six and eight.® N
. ‘\\ ‘.
- 2. 'With this size group interpersonal relations ¢an best re
be brought ifto focus. In L0 ‘
- * - v
. 3. In larger groups "there is not enougih opportunity for o
- . interacticn.” ~, ' )

k. Smaller ‘groups #ill suffer and not function effectiveiyi
+in the absence of a member or two ’

.
o . ‘e P %

.- -~ Johnson, J. A. ,éréup‘therapy: A practical apprcach. New York: .
) . HMcGraw-Hill, 1963. . e Ty . Lo
< 4 . - . o, . (5 ro

. 1. "The size of the group influences the emotional interaction

of its members. In general, the larger the group the less -. |
emotional interaction and trﬁ less closeness among its members.™" |
(p. 27) .~ . ' : : .

P 2.” 'There appears to be rather geperal.agreement among~group
e - “therapists that the membership of a group should not exceed

eight people.” (p. 84) The author cites several reports -
-which support. this. view: - - e L |

w . > -
s N -

- - a . . . - . .
Logser, L. H. Saune aspects of group dynamics. -International
Journal of Group Psychotherapy, 1957, 7, 5-19. ’
‘ 7 ~ - . N * ) .
1. There is a direct relatior;ship in all true groups between
. . * - eize and function." (p. 6)° ' .. ' ‘

| . 2. The dyad and the triad are distussed a§ the most intensé |
\ . and least valuable, respectivély, of group sizes. ) ‘ ~

: ;e s ‘ <
) .. 3. Groups of four to eight members: are "ideal™ for a u?n%ér
4 : of reasons: ‘ : -t . . §
a) Libidinal drives are diluted to safe levéls. . "
. b) Opportunities for intragroup transference potentialities
- <+ are provided. * . LN '
- . ¢) One.or two people cannot destroy the group. j
’ d) Hetereogeneity of psychodynamic types implements y
- .group intefaction processes. - /
. .e) Diluted acting .out mayei),e permitted. L
. ] . f) The therapist i required to exert a minimum of J / '

T

leadership and control.

. ' g) Strong or numerois regulations are nd required.
h) Each member is permitted a ,reasone}_ble amount of

. attention and time. . : i -

L. The above reasons séem to came from personal experience ’
as they are not supported by references. - .0 - .

™

5. Groups’of eigh’q to thirty are discussed as "ideally adapt./ed
to the educational process.” - ’

+ I

o 6. Hasses are discussed as being similar to large audiences.
! ' e 186 - ' '
. v A luv- “ S 4 -

<
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Loeser, L. H., V. Furst I. S. Ross, and T. By,
g therapy -in; private practice.

. y . ~
15. CPL Exchange Bibliography #378
»
Group psycho-
American Journal of Psycho-

thera Y’°19)49, 3, 213"'223- ] ‘ .

1. The 1dea1 size forfa group is seven to ten p\.ti%bs. N

‘ 3

2., Groups smaller, than seven are 1nadv1sab1e because:

. a)
b)
c)

Spontanelty decreases, :
group identificaticn is slew to develop, A
gingle individuals disproportiocnately influence the
group,

indd.vidual responsiblllty is increase& to a degree
of dlsccmi‘ort, >

there is a lack of a sense of belong:.ng,

the desensn.tizmg effect of catharsis is less, - -

satisfactory 1nterrelationsh1ps do hot develop, « .
and exacerbation of symptams by one patient may -
quickly spread to other group members:

L4

3. Groups larger than ten are umrieldy and there ex1sts
a tendency tcward dilution of effectiveness..

L. Although Loeser, et. al., state "that throughout th
literature, workers in this field have reached an agreefient

on this point (aeven - ten members is ideal)"

(P- 223),

they fail to cite any supportlve references.

Luch:.ns ) A S.

1961.
/1,

A guide.” New York:

o

Group therapy: Randan Houee 3¢

o

"Although the size of therapy groups varies.from two
"to a hundred, most groups range Between five and ten." (p. 120)

.
.

2. . The smeloi‘ a.group - depends upons

a)

"the value set upon the therapist's values elther by .
himgelf or by the clinlc"

the patient load, NN -
the demand for thegapy, ‘ :

‘the open or closed nature of the group,

the patients! diagnoses, "

and the type of therapy employed (e.g., Ten members

‘mhy be too many in mtensive analytic: th’érapy while .

twenty-five would be proper with a le¢tire~discussi ion -}
technique.) ¢ -

LY
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Mullan, M. and M. Rosenbaum. Grofip psychotherapy. Net_\".{brk: Frée
. Press of Glencoe, 1962, - IR

kY I A 4
-

1. UThe size of the grcuf: should vary between seven and ten et

members." - (p. 128) ' Y

2. Algroup could function with thtze to.six members s but

. - there would be a decrease in the amount of activity which . £
' “would lessen interactional content. Also, the therapist .

LI would be forced to becoms mére active attempting to -

L] » K .A 4
stimulate participation. 7 .

- 3 ‘At least seven members are maéded so that the group can
_. ‘continue if one or two droo out. ™ Participants who leave the

. gréup should be p¢placed as soon as practical.

- Chlsen, M. M. Groyp counseling. HNew York: Holt, Rinehart and
Winston,, 1970. .o :
. e A L. .
-1, the section on.group size, Chlsen primarily summarizes - '
+» Loeser's-(1957) article. ' . | ‘
a - 2.  Houever, scme factqrs are suggested as considerations t
’ " be made when determining the proper size for a therapy group:
- .7 7.0+ &) ""...a member must be ableto capture the floor to
~. speak, ! . ST '
s b)\ "to feel safe in discussing his feelings,™ _ S
. " ¢) o interact méaningfdlly with ‘others," ) o,
. , d) ‘"and to obtain feedbacks" - . : L B g
b e) the client's’ imaturity" o e
. o, £)'+ theclient.'s "attention span® ° ! . ct Ty
: g) the client's ¥ability to invest. in others" St

. . ., "h) "Each client must recognize that adequate time Ras
. been allowed- for him, that he will not have towait . N
too long in order to speak, and that the group is: U
", . small enough f£ér him to teceme- deeply involved with .
.the other members.". (p. 57-58) "y
£

|

| : . . .

L Pinney, E. L. A first group. psychothérapy book. Springfield] .
. v Hlinois: Charles C. Thomas, 1970. . ' '

1. A therapeutic group should contain "wsually more than tiiree s
and less than thifteen" patients who have gone through a
selection procedure. (p. 28) : .

¢ BN
) < . e ' > y ‘

: t {‘ . 2. '"The psychotherapy group should meet at least onge a week -
‘ for an hour and 2 half and*should-cansist of frem foyr to ‘ :
twelve patients.” (pl9) 7 , ‘ #

*

-

¥

3. (This. text is written for psychotherapists who are just ‘ i
beginning training in group psychotherapy. Dr. Pinney, M.D., ‘
is Clinicial Assistant Professor of Psychiatry at Cornell
\_\ ‘ ‘University Medical College.) : .
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¢ - Pfeffer, A’.‘.Z..', P. Friedland, and S, B. Wortis. Group psychotherapy
' with alcoholics'. Quarterly Journal of Studies on Alcchol,
.- 1949, 10,..198-216." - e

- . '

- '3 .
1. Dealing with newrotic alcoholics on an outpatient basis, ©
;the optimal number of group members is five or six.

2, "A group larger than this does not-give sufficient .

. Gpportunity for the participation of all patients. These
anxiety-ridden patients require.a great deal of Andividuad
attentidn within the canfinés "of the .group situatiom.® (p. 199)

Slavséh, S. R. ?afalléii%mé@nith@ development of group psycho-
- therapy. International Journal of Group Psychotherapy, 1959,
\ - > . - g . >

‘Slavaor points Wit that modt tHerapists

tefer eight,

s Sl PR ~
members. in an gnalytidal growb. - - N
, DY . .(\ . K . . v e
o . F" B . -;.:.,, ‘\: L g: :{Q‘ Q:\ B X ) )
‘ ( 2. 8lavacon,thowever; preférs five or six patients because:

4) “there will We greater concentration of emotional affect,
= b) self-identity is not lost: - .

S TN c) s hostilities add @iscomforts may be reawakened,
. . - * d .

CW e ‘ ranges i‘r_CXTI.';'fj-x to fifteen.? (p. 174)
. “oe P \

. #d), it is more the size of one's family, .-
N Co T _q)" g?éx‘ﬁota‘.’on\‘al' induction spreads rapidly, <7 ‘
: e Q%‘ ‘and interpersonal penetration is deeper.

o .

Pfarteréi, J .“ Group, guid‘ance.’p New York:s MeGraw-Hill, 1960.

1. - Mhen group-counseling rather than’group-guidance methods
are to be used, the group should be relatively small. The .
s ".  optimum number is ng} yet established by research, but reports -
o~ on experimental studies irdicate that desirably the number

. 2. "¥arters feels that, generally,: groups smaller than six

.

are tvo pestrictive and have Iimited resources while groups

rd

once the*size is that large.

. . larger thiéh’'fifteen may rot be counseling (therapy) groups. [ \

¥

© 9, Lbd-hbe, Dt . . AR -
o T, Inr aﬁ?chlstc\ig:ipal e}ff)rai"sé;l of" ~§,g¢up gquhotheraﬁy,

&

,’;’/ . . ¢ A N L . ¢
- 3 "
‘ % N N - ~
' A
v
] % Y - -~ ’
v
. » 4 ‘ L
& g
-
-
¢ .
’ o 3 ~
- . : . 4 ,
L4 1 ¥
| : <)
- : p £ .
) . \
- <
M \ e f .
R . - .
. (4 4 «
: 9 . N
. \ ‘- . "
- 5& )
- & .
- . A °
Ly - Ly s - 2,
e £ ° .
L4
x -
v hd 144
. - . * -

-




. : ‘ . a
18.  CPL Exchange Bibliography #378
« * ’ . N ' '/.o
Vinick, C., A. L. Kadis, and J. D. Krasner, The\tramfng. and -
o practice of American group psychotherapists. International
LT »- Journal of Group Psvchetherapy, 1961, 11, 419-L30. .
1. In 1960 a :questionn§'1re was sent to each membér of t'he: \
. R American Group Psychotherapy Asscqiation’“@éo’ptain survey . ' .
iniormation regarding therapists! backgrounds s experience, o .

. | %\ .

+

\

ty'pq of groups conducted, therapy goals, length of sessiong,
.. fees, ete. , . : ‘ Z

. o 2. 6L4% of the or%aniza'tficfé i'esp%nded .6* ) )
: ) 3. ‘F..c;i.lct-ring iq K1 sﬁmma;'y -of 't;he 'Qata on group size:
! Number 6f groun membegs '%: of tﬁ‘eralpists ‘using this sigze

P A T
3 2
»

. L. h »
, .5, 7 .
. \ “ 6 16 ) » N ¥
N v -3 Ll - ) 7 17 ) l o«

. 8 . 31 o,
) 9- L8 6 . "
. . - 10 9 Iy '
Ly li‘ﬁ - 5 ’ =
. - e 13__ R ) 1 ¢
) . t 15419 1 .
: _ - 20-29 o ST ‘
- : - . L. Groups run_in institdtional settings tended to be latger
: : © " (abolt ten members), groups in social agencies were abeut the .
® . i mec\iian » and ‘groups,in privale practice werée smallest. .- e - o
Wolf, A, The psychoanalysis of groups. American J ourna'l&\of Psycho-,
. therapy, 191;2; 3, 525-558. T \ ’
. . . B . g ) | . ;. S
: .-~ 1. Bhe groj;) should number eight or “ten.' N

. ~
4 .
-, I

2, Wlith fewer-than eight there is oftén not erfough inter-
perscnal provogation and activity." ~(p. 529) :

‘ : : - L g .
3. There is less“spontaneous interaction with féwer than
. edght menbers. . i

» . -

.- \ o l\a "However ,\ with xriox_'e than ten “it isedifficult for both. ‘ .
,Jpatient and analyst to keep up with vhat is going on." (p. 529)

\ 5.\ Large groups are bad for a patient's 'moralé™ becaiise he .
L, . " rwill feel "lost" and -his Ysecurity" would seém to disappear. Lo
‘ - These feelings would immediately produce Mimmobility, : / .

¢ NOC

. % ¢ “ * * 3 .
6. There should be an equal number of men and women (four
. . or fiye of each sex). . *
\ v

. . N N ¥ ‘.'4 ‘
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WOJ.'f,\.A.' and E. K. Schwartz. Psychoanalysis in groups. New York:
Grune and Stratton, 1962. - N

1. Devoting an entire chapter to the ‘questicn of the proper
size, the authors review other theraplsts‘ ideas, add scme
personal thoughts, and conclude that+ "Group size is not an .
absolute number or an absolute concept, but a dynamic, inter-
connected varlable in psychoanalysis in groups .‘" “{ps 88)

2. Whereas other writers (e.g., Slavson)- claim a particular ,
sige or range of sizes to be ideal for therapy groups, Wolf o -
and Schwartz state that group.size -depends on many faetore.

(e.g: , therapist's style and experience, clients! diagnoses,

time, size.and shape of the romm).. -

3. In contrast to Geller (1951) 44 is felt, that depth of
therapy determines size, rather 'E"xan size determining depth.;

h. As long as there are at least four group members s 8° ’ - . \
‘group of any size will not be/facilitated nor impeded by o

the additia or deletion of "a member. 3 . : A

’
~

W, olf and Schwartz uBe groups with eight o tén patlents s

but feel that research is necessary before this range may be . . -

cons:.dgred rigid. ) ‘ . “
' (] ’ . -

B T, ' . s N .

s

-

-

‘6. The ‘same points are also made in:

’ I*To’lf A. Psychoanilysis in groups. In Gazda, G. M. (ed), "~ .

', Baslc approaches’to group psychotherapy and- group B
~ counseling. ‘Springfield, Illinois: Charles C. :

* .
¢ re
R I
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Additional copies avallable froms . - .
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